Why were they proud ?   Because

red-lined accounts
Were richer  than  the songs of

Grecian years ?
Why were   they  proud ?  again

we ask aloud,
Why in the name of Glory were

they proud ?

KEATS

"WHY IN THE NAME OF GLOEY WEEE THEY PEOUD?"
THERE is a myth, most sedulously circulated, that British rule in
India has been a pioneer of civilisation, that the White Man's
Burden has been borne there by strong, silent, Kiplingesque
heroes whose sole concern was to bring light to "lesser breeds
without the law", and that the ignorant and backward Indian peoples,
rent by racial rivalries and steeped in superstition, have got whatever
access they have to the fruits of civilisation, under the gentle tuition
of these self-denying worthies.
It is against the background of this myth that mass movements in
India have been pictured as the artificial handiwork of a few extre-
mist agitators. British ideals of liberalism and democracy, one is
told, have been beneficently, though with all due caution, implanted
in our ungrateful soil, but the " agitator ", wholly unrepresentative of
the "voiceless millions" (who, of course, are the perennial wards
of the British ruling class), has whipped up an unnatural and imagined
discontent. " What is called the * Indian Nationalist Movement '/'the
Simon Commission averred in an insolent passage, " directly affects
the hopes of a very small fraction of the teeming peoples of India."
There is no such thing, however, as a " beneficent0 imperialism,1,
The real driving force which sends capitalist invaders to the four
corners of the globe is neither love of alien peoples nor abstract,
missions of civilisation, but the very concrete hunger for super-profits.
Alongside their work of destruction and spoliation, the British in
India accomplished, it is true, an objectively progressive role. It
shattered the old economy, built railways, established a unified system
of administration-eum-exploitation, and in the process, unwittingly,
laid the foundations of a new stage,